I'm Amy Goodman, and this is Democracy Now. In 1968, as the whole 
world was watching the Democratic National Convention in Chicago, 
anti-war yippies captured media attention by nominating a pig for 
president. This silly piece of guerilla theater actually made a 
serious statement about the corruption of politicians, the power 
of the police, and the irrelevance of national elections. In 
1996, a couple of activists are taking a similar tactic, by 
promoting a far more controversial candidate for the White House. 

Lydia Eccles and Chris Korda are waging a write-in campaign for 
the Unabomber for president. Eccles and Korda were able to get 
into the Democratic National Convention in Chicago as members of 
the press. They invented a network called TVTV and a program 
called "News News", and so they were credentialed to be on the 
inside. That's where Pacifica's Julie Drizen met Lydia Eccles and 
Chris Korda as they campaigned on behalf of the Unabomber. 

Drizen: The two of you are running a campaign Unabomber for 
president. Why the Unabomber? 

Eccles: Because the Unabomber represents a complete reversal in 
perspective from the consensus of the main candidates who run. 
The Unabomber also recognized that the modern media system doesn't 
allow for a discussion of real alternatives to unlimited 
technological development, and that's why he did what he did to 
get attention. So he symbolizes attacking the monologue, the 
monopoly of the press as well as the anti-industrial concept of 
society. 

Drizen: Isn't the Unabomber a terrorist? 

Korda: The Unabomber has been called a terrorist. Terrorist is a 
funny word. Usually when we talk about terrorists, we talk about 
people who are killing people. Of course the Unabomber killed 
three people, but we might favorably compare the Unabomber to 
other people who've been considered for the presidential office: 
General Colin Powell comes to mind, I know at one point he was in 
the front runners for the Republicans, and he probably killed more 
people in thirty seconds than the Unabomber killed, so actually 
there's a certain point of view from which you could say that the 
ability to use violence could almost be consider a prerequisite 
for running for presidential office. I don't think we could think 
of too many presidents who've actually been elected who didn't use 
violence in one way or another, but even all that is not really 
the important point. The important point here is that were not a 
Unabomber fan club. We're not interested in the man, you notice 
it's not the Kaczynski for president campaign, it's the Unabomber 
for president campaign, and obviously we don't know that Kaczinski 
isn't the Unabomber, we don't know that he is, the point here is 
that if he's nominated he can't run, and if elected, he can't 
serve, so it's not about the man. It's about his ideas, and 
whatever the Unabomber did to get his ideas more widely 
recognized, has nothing to do with us: we didn't do that. We are 
here at the convention, trying to get wider for support for his 



ideas, and that sense we're using the actual violence that he may 
have used, simply as a wedge, as a way of opening the door, 
because let's face it, let's be honest about this, he has 
tremendous mass appeal: a lot of people know who is. 

Eccles : This is intended also just to be fundamentally the most 
negative possible vote, to vote for someone who can't be in 
office. Even people who don't subscribe to a critique of 
industrial society, we would like people to outright reject the 
political system as it's going now, in other words to acknowledge 
that they actually do not have participation in determining the 
form society takes. The mainstream candidates differ only on 
trivialities such as whether or not smoking is addictive. 

Drizen: Which you say as you're smoking your Marlboro 
cigarette... 

Eccles: The reason why we're seeing them talking about such 
trivial things is because they actually really agree in general 
about the shape our society should take, so that people who don't 
feel our society should continue along the path that it's going, 
which is unlimited economic growth and destruction of the human 
community and the environment, have absolutely no way of 
expressing themselves in the election. So they're left sitting on 
their hands. This is like the thinking man's "none of the above" 
vote, and even if someone just wants to voice their total 
alienation from what they've seen at the convention this week, 
this would be an option for them, to make this vote, and to try 
create an unpredictable element in the outcome in November. 

Korda: We have a huge Internet world-wide web site, which is 
www.paranoia.com/unapack, and you can just dial that up and get 
all kinds of information about the campaign, and about our 
positions, which of course are distinct from the Unabomber's 
positions. We're not just talking about sticking the Unabomber's 
manifesto up on a web site, we're talking about an entire vision, 
a vision of an alternative kind of society, a society that's 
constructed along entirely different lines from the industrial 
society that we've been creating here for the last 200, or 
possibly 400 years, depending on how you look at it. This society 
would not be, as our society is now, centered around the idea of 
adapting the environment to the needs of technological expansion 
and domination, but rather...a more utopian society, in which man 
perhaps might find his proper relationship with the other 
creatures that exist on the planet, and in which we might have a 
less corporate view of the planet. 

Eccles: I want say also that we're distributing materials over 
the internet: bumper stickers which go to feed the cost of the 
campaign. But also, we want this vote to be seen vote as an anti¬ 
propaganda vote, because we see propaganda as being the main 
source of political paralysis for all groups that are trying to 
oppose what's going on. They cannot continue talking about their 



issues and wondering why they're not getting through the media. 
They have to deal first with the fact that this whole campaign is 
a propaganda exercise, and our campaign is intended to ride on the 
propaganda event, and create a juxtaposition that shows how 
ridiculous and limited the political conversation is. This isn't 
about left and right, it's about centralization versus breaking 
down of centralization. In fact most of the left groups totally 
accept the idea of centralized industrial society and jobs and 
wage slavery. Our campaign is primarily concerned with liberty, 
secondarily concerned with social justice. That's where we are 
different from the left, and we think that the left is, in a 
sense, trying to equalize oppression, but that the centralized 
industrial system is the most important impediment to our freedom 
at this point. 

Drizen: It sounds like your political philosophy is kind of a 
push-me pull-you: you're libertarian and you're luddite. How do 
those things coexist? 

Korda: I would not describe us as libertarian at all. I would be 
proud to be considered a luddite, in the sense that I definitely 
oppose the rampant, unchecked technological progress that we've 
seen in the last 200 years. I feel that the result of that 
technological progress has been that not only animals, but also 
humans themselves, have been domesticated, and adapted to the 
needs of industrial society, and I think it's very important to 
understand that we can see clearly the effects that technological 
society has on animals. When we see those pictures from Peta, of 
the rabbits getting their skin peeled off, or getting the perfume 
sprayed on their eyes, or when we see the pictures of the pigs in 
their pens for their entire lifetime, or a cow that's not allowed 
to take a single step, we can see that that's cruel, we can see 
that those animals are suffering, and that that's inhumane. What 
a curious use of the word, because what we're not able to see is 
that our lives have been egually affected, and that humans in 
their own way also suffer at the hands of industrial society, that 
we too are forced into pens, that we are deprived of our freedom, 
that we suffer degradations and humiliations that the native 
people whom we replaced 400 years ago never suffered. I think 
it's very important to be able to see the similarities between 
ourselves and the animals that we domesticate, and see that we too 
are domesticated, and that that is the future for us. If we 
listen to the left, and we listen to the right, and we continue to 
do what the Republicans and the Democrats tell us to do, we're 
going to wind up with a society in which humans are essentially 
genetically engineered vegetables. 

Drizen: So what are we supposed to do, go back to the farm, have 
a life of breeding, no electricity, and growing our own food? 

Eccles : What we're supposed to do right now is detach from 
participating in a charade of participatory politics by voting for 
a pre-selected candidate that is not ever going to deal with real 



human freedom. This is really about people altering their 
awareness to stop having the illusion of politics, that by voting, 
they're actually doing anything. In terms of the rest of it, what 
we're looking for is people to become much more autonomous, and 
that means trying to unplug themselves from the plumbing system of 
propaganda as much as possible, trying to do things for 
themselves, trying to do things instead of having things, also 
trying to insert and trespass on corporate communications in every 
way they can. We're endorsed by the vandals, billboard 
guerrillas, street poster people, we're also endorsed by Sexpol 
and the Debtor's Union. We encourage people to default on their 
credit cards, everything that people can do to keep society from 
functioning normally. One of slogans is "If you think the 
system's working, as someone who is." So we support people trying 
to be as unproductive as possible in the workplace to the extent 
that they have to be there. 

Korda: It makes me think, there's something funny I saw the other 
day... I was talking with somebody out there in the protest pen, 
notice I use the word pen, it kinds reminds you of veal a little 
bit, and this guy was saying that he thought that this was okay, 
you know, that these people were exercising their first amendment 
rights. So I asked him, I said listen, what if we had a slightly 
different arrangement next time, in 2000, what if instead of 
having this concrete parking lot here, which the delegates can 
inspect at their leisure, what if we had a little cell, a little 
padded cell, with a picture of Bill Clinton in it, and the 
protesters were allowed to march into the cell one at a time, and 
either rail at the picture and throw bottles at it, or get down on 
their knees and worship it, or read their rants and hand out their 
flyers and so forth, and they they'd be hustled out and the next 
protester would walk in, would it still be first amendment? Would 
we still have first amendment rights? Would we still have freedom 
of speech? He got real confused, and gave me a puzzled look, like 
he'd never really contemplated that, and what I'm trying to say 
here, is that it is a charade, that this entire process that's 
taking place in that building... it's a charade, and not only that, 
but it's a heavily protected, armed charade. It's not a 
coincidence that this area we're standing in bears a strong 
resemblance to an army barracks. The media are the most protected 
institution in the United States right now, because they are the 
real power, and that's what the Unabomber was so brilliant in 
recognizing. Whether his ideas were brilliant or not is not 
important: his ideas came from other people, he borrowed ideas 
from people, but the thing he recognized that no one else really 
recognized, is that the media are the fortress, and he went after 
that fortress, and he forced the media to directly publish his 
ideas without any mediation. That's an amazing thing, that's 
something really to take notice of, and we applaud that, and we'd 
like to see more of that. 

Drizen: Yes, but this is not like the 1990's version of running a 
pig for president. I mean the person that you're running, killed 



people for, really, no apparent reason, and by running somebody 
named the Unabomber, even though he is in part a media creation, 
and we don't for a fact that he is Ted Kaczinski, you're almost 
encouraging, aren't you, other people to take it into their own 
hands and perhaps commit acts of violence on their own. 

Eccles : The Unabomber clearly felt that it was absolutely 
impossible for ideas that he felt were critical to the fate of the 
human race to ever be discussed within the political system. 
Whether he was right or not, I don't know, but he did this as an 
act of guerilla warfare. Now if someone is a total pacifist (as 
opposed to a passive-ist), then they could condemn that, but the 
fact is that we're not actually putting him into office anyway, 
unlike, say, Colin Powell, where we're actually putting the killer 
into office. There are other people who believe that you can work 
within the system, such as the Green party, and effect change that 
way. Unapack's position is halfway straddling those two 
positions: we don't believe you can do it within the system, we 
are not using violence ourselves or advocating violence, but we're 
saying that by casting this vote, you are stating both that the 
system is closed and you can't change it, but you're also trying 
to do a non-violent act to try to alter the awareness and create 
change. 

Korda: The most important point here is that almost any other 
candidate that you could vote for, you vote for Lenora Fulani, you 
could vote for the Green party, you could vote for that guy from 
Wisconsin [Larry Agran] whose name I can never remember, there's 
going to be a million crackpots out there, you could even vote for 
my good freind Vermin Supreme, but it won't do any good, because 
all of those vote can be dismissed as a joke, as not important, 
but the Unabomber vote can't be dismissed, it can't be seen as 
apathy, it can only be seen as rage, as an expression of real pain 
at the tremendous contempt that industrial society has for 
individuals. It's a rattling of the bars. The Unabomber campaign 
is being run by barbarians, on behalf of barbarians, we are the 
barbarians at the gates, and we're asking people to join us at the 
gates, rattle those gates and say look, we're going to disrupt the 
election process itself to the maximum extent that we can. We're 
going to try and get out there and force the media to report on 
the Unabomber presidential write-in campaign, even as it's being 
reported on right now. The amazing thing about this strategy is 
that it's brilliant, it works. The media cannot resist the lure 
of the Unabomber. He's got tremendous mass appeal. Everybody 
knows who he is. He's got name recognition bigger than anybody 
short of the Republicans and the Democrats, so it works. 

Drizen: I think Charles Manson has probably still a little bit 
more name recognition than the Unabomber, so what's the difference 
between running one anti-social psychopath versus another? 

Eccles: The Unabomber wrote a manifesto. I don't even know that 
much about Charles Manson, but he sort signifies the LSD-crazed 



serial murderer, I mean the Unabomber's violence was extremely 
intentional. 

Drizen: Charles Manson was rebelling against, allegedly through 
violent acts, rebelling against the mainstream culture at the 
time. 

Eccles : An interesting thing about the Unabomber is that he came 
from a liberal-left background. In his life he showed a great 
integrity, if it is Ted Kaczinski, which we don't know. Since Ted 
Kaczinski has come to be associated with the Unabomber, we're 
looking at someone who, over years, wrote letters to the editor, 
and showed a lot of concern, and basically became totally 
disillusioned with the possibility of working through the 
political process. We think the most important thing is that 
people lose the political illusion, so that they can then lose the 
paralysis that the illusion has created, and then begin to act, 
and that doesn't mean acting through the party system, that means 
the other things we were talking about, trying to assert more and 
more control over the circumstances of your life on a personal 
level. 

Korda: We're talking about the future of the planet. I don't 
have to remind you, I don't think, that we're now losing a 
species, what, every forty minutes, that's up from every sixty 
minutes in the 1960's, we've already wiped out approximately one 
third of the species on earth, we lose an acre of trees every 
eight seconds in the United States. We're talking about an 
ongoing environmental catastrophe, and while the Unabomber didn't 
focus on that very much in his manifesto, he made it clear in one 
of his paragraphs that this was something he was very much 
concerned with. We're talking about a future, a technological 
future in which there will be no wilderness to escape to, and in 
that sense, this is an urgent campaign, it's a timely campaign, 
and we need to use every tool at our disposal, and as someone else 
once said, mutant times call for mutant tools. 

Drizen: Now have either of you contacted, or tried to contact Ted 
Kaczinski, the alleged Unabomber, about your campaign? 

Eccles: We have a letter drafted that we're going to be mailing 
afterwards, but we basically don't feel that he could respond to 
a letter anyway, but we thought that since he's so involved in the 
situation, he'd probably be interested in hearing about the 
campaign, but again, we aren't about Ted Kaczinski, we're about 
the manifesto, and we're about a protest vote primarily. 

Drizen: Maybe some of the relatives of victims of Ted Kaczinski 
wouldn't feel that way. 

Eccles: As I've said before, I feel great sympathy for the 
relatives of anyone who was killed in political strife, but I 
don't think anyone in the United States has ever seen a family 



member of a dead Iraqi in their lives. We have to think very much 
about the sentimentality of who is shown as victims and who is 
totally erased. We don't see the families of victims of breast 
cancer: there's a breast cancer epidemic which is probably very 
linked to environmental pollutants. The killing that is done by 
corporations in a statistical, remote manner never gets any 
attention, in fact it's impossible to even locate the victims. 
It's very easy to see the victims of an individual act like the 
Unabomber's, but his act is trivial next to the deaths every day 
from the industrial system. 

END 
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UNAPACK DELEGATION TO ATTEND THE CHICAGO CONVENTION 

UNABOMBER CAMPAIGN OPENS OFFICE IN NEW YORK CITY 

Unapack will be bringing its "No More Progress As Usual" campaign 
to the Chicago Convention. According to Unapack's Lydia Eccles, 
"It's just good strategy to go to Chicago. The boring, 
predictable and pompous ritual of the Democratic Convention 
provides an ideal backdrop for us, and we are counting on a 
post-election bounce for the Unabomber write-in candidacy. Party 
conventions--the more controlled, the better--are a big plus for 
Unapack, because they breed apathy, and apathy is the first step 
toward casting a sabotage vote." 

Unapack officials Lydia Eccles and Chris Korda are scheduled to 
appear on The Rolonda Show being taped on August 28. While 
"major" candidacies avoid the stigma of tabloid exposure, 
Unapack's strategy is to actively seek it out as one of the last 
arenas of open discussion. Unlike "responsible" high-brow 
political formats, tabloids censor only the boring. Unapack 
considers tabloid viewers a prime audience for the Unabomber 
campaign, since many of them already boycott the incredibly dull 
mainstream political coverage. 

Unapack opposes the mainstream media's offer of free TV time for 
"major" candidates as a transparently self-serving racket. The 
free TV plan is a media effort to extend and formalize control 
over public debate. As part of the bargain, the media have gained 
FCC exemption from federal rules requiring equal access for all 
legally qualified candidates. By this "offer" the media gains the 
power to decide who will be heard and who will be silenced. 

Unapack is also announcing the opening of a Unabomber campaign 
office in New York City. Unapack New York's announcement stated, 
"We must have a discussion of real issues, we must have passion, 
we must have life in our political life!" The New York office is 
distributing flyers, bumper stickers, and campaign literature. 

Following the convention Unapack will continue its drive to 
formally register the Unabomber write-in campaign nationwide, so 
that each state will be legally obligated to count Unabomber votes 
separately, rather than burying voter alienation in the 
classification of "other". 

Other campaign activities include the ongoing distribution of 
bumper stickers nationally and internationally via the Unapack web 
site, a free outdoor advertising campaign including billboards 
such as "Straighten up and Enjoy Life" and "Welcome to Boston, 
Home of Unapack", and a new outdoor poster advertising theme, 
"America is voting for the Unabomber." Unapack's web site was 



also featured on MSNBC's "The Site" on August 7. 



Now hold on, I want to ask the audience a question, how many of 
you have worked in a low-paying service job? McDonald's, RFC, 
supermarket cashier, how many of you have worked a job like that? 

And how did it make you feel? Did you feel like they appreciated 
your individuality? Did they nurture your whole being? Or were 
you a robot? A machine? That's right, you were a robot, but 
actually you were less than a robot, an inferior robot, because 
the real robots were the machines you worked with, and I don't 
mean your bosses, they were just better paid, but still inferior, 
I mean the deep fryers and computers and electronic cash registers 
you worked with, they were the real robots. When push comes to 
shove, who's right, you or the machine? The machines are the 
standard against which your performance is graded, right? And if 
there's a problem with a computer, what to do you do? Do sit down 
and talk to it? Do you put your arm around it and tell it you 
love it and hope it feels better? No, you replace it, right? And 
that's what they'll do with you too, if you have a problem. 
Because to industrial society, you are as replaceable as piston- 
rod. You've been totally standardized, like quarts of milk or 
cans of soda! Your inputs and outputs have been determined, 
everything they think you need is available at the mall, and so 
long as you show up for work every day like a good robot and don't 
ask too many questions, they leave you alone, right? Is this the 
way you want to live? How many people like being a robot? How 
many people are fed with it? How many of you want to get WILD? 
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1. What is the purpose of this newsgroup? 

The newsgroup alt.fan.unabomber exists for "fans of the mystical and awe-inspiring 
UNABOMBER" to discuss matters related to topics mentioned in its charter, including 
FC, their Manifesto, and revolution. 

This newsgroup name reflects the media mangling of a single FBI suspect who has 
eluded them for over 17 years and is possibly a member of the revolutionary group 
FC, which has an unknown number of members. The FBI suspect known as 
UNABOM was dubbed "The Unabomber" by the media because the media can sell 
more advertising for their newspapers and television programs when they inflate a 


story, introduce fictional elements, and provide a oversimplified one-dimensional 
perspective that misses the meaning of the event entirely. Since they are interested 
in providing entertainment for ratings and care little about provoking thought or 
seeking truth, the media will do everything possible to increase their ratings and 
persuade audiences to depend on their viewpoints. 

For the remainder of this FAQ, we will refer to "The Unabomber" as FC, for the group 
that he belongs to. This group authored the Manifesto entitled 
lndustrial_Society_and_its_Future that will be referred to throughout this FAQ. While 
the suspect is unknown, the group has claimed responsibility for the actions that the 
FBI has attributed to this single individual. 

This group does not exist to: 

a) Condemn the actions of FC because of their supposed lack of contributions to 
society. Their Manifesto is a work of sheer genius that may prove to be the force that 
will save humanity from its devolution. 

b) Condemn the actions of FC because they did not conform to the arbitrary values of 
a passive society. 

c) Spread media propaganda about "Unabomber suspects," though the method of 
propaganda used by the media can be discussed and exposed. 

2. What does FC stand for? 

FBI officials for a long while suspected that the initials FC that were carved on FC's 
bombs stood for "Fuck Computers" but this is incorrect. The FBI later realized that 
FC has explained that the initials stood for "Freedom Club" in one of many letters that 
they had sent. 

It is unknown how many people are members of FC, but some have suggested that 
thousands of people individually share the basic ideas expressed in the Manifesto 
and are working towards similar goals. Some people have suggested that 
revolutionaries working toward the same goals as FC should consider themselves 
part of the organization. 


3. You are a strong supporter of FC. Are you a fed? 

I am not a fed. I am an interested ex-scholar who believes in the right to free speech, 
and in exercising my constitutional right I often side with the ideas of FC and defend 
FC against foolish criticisms. Flowever, the threat of feds tying to entrap people is 
very real, so I suggest several guidelines for the safety of FC fans, members, and 
others who are disgusted by recent social trends and wish to spread new, more 
intelligent values. This information is intended mostly for audiences in the United 
States because so far there has been less interest in FC and their Manifesto from 
other areas of the world. 

a) Do not openly organize revolutionary efforts on the Internet. All Internet traffic is 
monitored at the major hubs by the government (mae-east, mae-west, fixed-east, and 
fixed-west have been confirmed as fully monitored and logged and newer net hubs 
are likely the same way. Assume that all email is intercepted and logged forever. 

b) Public posts are also logged, and not only by the government (search for your 
name on USENET archives kept at http://www.dejanews.com and 
http://altavista.digital.com if you've posted articles previously). If a current or potential 
employer runs your name through one of these services and doesn't like your 
opinions, you might run into problems. 

c) PGP is ok for exchanging basic information, but the computing power of the future 



will allow brute force attacks in a decade or two. If you use it, assume that your 
message will be read by others at some point in the future. Also make sure to use a 
2048-bit key or larger if you have a hacked version of the PGP software. 

d) To further the revolution, it is best that you work alone or with people that you have 
known a long time and can trust with your life. Do not work with someone you found 
on the Internet because they could be feds trying to entrap you, no matter how much 
you think you could trust them. Even exchanging ideas with another person could 
lead to implicating you in crimes that you are innocent of, so be careful even when 
discussing ideas with others. 

e) "Anonymous" remailers aren't necessarily anonymous and can't always be trusted. 
Since the feds can monitor all major network connections, they can see when you 
use a service like the one at anon.penet.fi because your message goes through at 
least one of their hubs on its way to Finland and it is trivial for them to see your 
message with full headers before it reached the anonymous service. Better methods 
are one-way chains of remailers if you want to post to USENET or send a fellow 
revolutionary advice. 

For more information on anonymity and cryptography you can read the Cypherpunks 
page at 

http://nic.funet.fi/pub/unix/security/crypt/cypherpunks/Flome.html 

You may also want to read newsgroups such as alt.privacy, alt.privacy.anon-server, 
alt.privacy.clipper, and comp.society.privacy. 

If you are comfortable with the feds monitoring you and feel that this cause is 
important enough that you should participate in the discussion, then it is ok to use 
your name, but be warned of the possible dangers. Just be sure to refrain from 
offering information which is too specific or could implicate you in anything. 

4. If you are so against technology then why do you use the Internet? 

This question appears almost every week and seems to come only from people who 
have not read the Manifesto and understand it only superficially from what the media 
has told them about it. The short answer is that we are using the Internet to 
communicate with other revolutionaries and to spread the message of FC to others 
who are disenfranchised with the strangle hold of the system. We agree that 
technology is powerful, especially methods of communication, and we are using 
these powerful technologies solely as weapons to weaken and ultimately destroy the 
system. 

As FC wrote in the Manifesto: 

202. It would be hopeless for revolutionaries to try to attack the system without using 
SOME modern technology. If nothing else they must use the communications media 
to spread their message. But they should use modern technology for ONE purpose: 
to attack the technological system. 

5. You seem to like nature, protecting the environment, and supporting free speech 
while disliking pollution, domination of society by business interests, and conformity 
to arbitrary societal values. Are the fans and supporters of FC really leftists? 

Fans and supporters of FC rarely identify with one of the two mainstream parties. 
Most of us dislike the leftists and see them as harmful for many reasons, including 
their "feelings of inferiority" and "oversocialization." Paragraphs 6 - 32 and 213 - 230 
discuss FC's position on this in detail. 

"Political correctness" has been a disaster for society because it has eliminated 
certain ideas from being acceptable for discussion. The left has decided that it didn't 


want people to think and communicate about things it doesn't like and declared that 
these ideas were improper. The left is only for free speech when it is not dominant 
and is rapidly fascist when it is dominant. This alone makes the leftist movement 
unacceptable to anyone who supports freedom. 

The leftist of old had several appealing ideas when they were not dominant, but they 
turned out to be worse than their opponents when they gain power. 

It is safe to assume that the vast majority of FC fans and supporters are not leftists. 

6. You seem to like rationality, fairly obtained success, and fighting for justice while 
disliking weakness, inferiority, and collectivism. Are the fans and supporters of FC 
really conservatives? 

Fans and supporters of FC rarely identify with one of the two mainstream parties. 
Most of us dislike modern conservatives and see them as harmful for many reasons, 
including their forced submission of individual rights to business rights, blind support 
of "progress" and the technoindustrial system, and dogma towards old, antiquated 
methods for dealing with new problems they have inflicted on society. While these 
topics are addressed throughout the Manifesto, there is a paragraph directed at the 
conservatives. 

50. The conservatives are fools: They whine about the decay of traditional values, 
yet they enthusiastically support technological progress and economic growth. 
Apparently it never occurs to them that you can't make rapid, drastic changes in the 
technology and the economy of a society without causing rapid changes in all other 
aspects of the society as well, and that such rapid changes inevitably break down 
traditional values. 

We note that conservatism used to mean individual freedom and limited government 
control over people's lives. While modern conservatism in the United States includes 
a good deal of government control over freedoms, including the prohibition of 
"consensual crimes" and forced acceptance of governmental morals (both of which 
are largely based on Christian roots), it also creates an environment where business 
dictates how government is run. This means that the proletariat are merely cogs in 
the machine who can have their freedoms removed if it would serve business better. 
For example, look at the hysteria of the drug war. While educated people understand 
the parallels with the first Prohibition (when was the last time you heard of someone 
killed over alcohol - when it was illegal) and that most drug users keep to themselves, 
the great fear from business is that people will use drugs and will lose interest in their 
mindless jobs and not be as productive as possible. 

Conservatives claim to be for less government control and less interference with 
people's private affairs but these claims are only true as long as people are doing 
things that are in accordance with the conservative's values. As soon as people start 
wanting these freedoms for their individual rights instead of as business rights (or as 
human machines for business), they find that this great conservative promise of 
freedom does not apply to them. 

It is safe to assume that the vast majority of FC fans and supporters are not 
conservatives. 

7. If you're not left-wing or right-wing then what is your political position? Don't you 
have to be one or the other? 

Most of the fans of FC don't buy the idea of a two-party dictatorship wherein all 
citizens are supposed to believe in the ideas of one of the two parties. We find this 
concept to be far too limiting. We also find both parties to be in error in most of their 
decisions. However, the political process of appealing to herd values is largely to 
blame for this. Politicians are generally not interested in addressing legitimate 
problems and prefer instead to do whatever will gain them the most public support. 



There are few politicians who have genuine concern over the problems they face and 
for that reason and their general ineptness and stupidity, we oppose the two-party 
system they have created. 

Some supporters of FC are libertarians, though because of their pledge to never 
impose force on other people, they oppose FC's occasionally violent methods. 
Apparently is never occurs to them that revolution is often accompanied by violence 
because the oppressors who are the root causes of social stresses will not relinquish 
their positions of power without being violently overthrown by the proletariat. But 
because these people are interested in similar reforms to gain autonomy we gladly 
work with them, though some of the supporters of FC are not at all interested in 
political positions beyond reducing the amount of government control in our lives. 

Some supporters of FC are members of the Green party, which is most active in 
environmental issues. While the danger of dealing with leftist is possible, the benefit 
of being involved with this sort of party is that you can meet many enlightened 
individuals who are interested in achieving the same goals. The position on 
technology also varies with some believing that technology is the only way to fix the 
damage inflicted by the technoindustrial system and others thinking that widespread 
support for Green issues will allow nature to heal itself. 

8. Dr. Ted Kaczynski wasn't a productive citizen of society. So why listen to him? 

[Dr. Kaczynski is the latest FBI suspect in the "Unabomber crimes" but this in no way 
means that he was the Unabomber, a member of FC, or the author of the Manifesto.] 

This question most frequently is asked by people who have been oversocialized and 
believe that everyone must serve society in some way. These people believe that 
everyone should perform their 40-hour work weeks involved in a surrogate activity so 
that workers can earn money to provide for their nuclear family while making the 
company owner more wealthy in the process. People who make this argument do 
not seem to have great tolerance for others who aren't eager to conform to this model 
of societal behavior. 

The most obvious response is that there is no law that someone must be a 
"productive" citizen and spend the majority of their waking hours working. Wouldn't it 
make more sense to do what you wanted to do all day instead of what your boss 
wanted? The relevance of Dr. Kaczynski to this discussion is that he was a hermit 
who lived on very little money and spent his time expanding his intellect instead of 
doing pointless work for a company. This was his choice for a lifestyle, which he 
adopted after resigning from being a Berkeley professor. Since there is no reason to 
expect others to work for your society, there is no basis for disliking someone for their 
lack of contribution to it in the manner that you would prefer. 

Historically, many authors and artists have dropped out from the working world so 
they can dedicate themselves to developing their skills and producing work which 
often pays little or nothing and is not recognized as genius until after their deaths. 
People today who have great spirits often find themselves beaten down by the stress 
of modern work environments and society and are forced to make a difficult decision 
between letting their natural abilities fade or quitting their jobs to tap the energies and 
talents of their abilities. 

If Dr. Kaczynski is the author of the Manifesto, it could be said that he was much 
more productive than most citizens because of his ability to start a dialog about 
important topics and inspire revolutionaries to wage war against a broken system that 
is held together with delusions and empty promises. If he is the author, then we owe 
him a great deal of gratitude and respect for his work. 

9. What is the connection between FC and environmental groups like Earth First? 

While FC has strong environmental concerns, they have no link to groups like Earth 
First. While many fans and supporters of FC support the efforts of environmental 


groups such as Earth First, these groups are largely composed of leftist collectivists 
and are opposed for this reason. 

214. [...] A movement that exalts nature and opposes technology must take a 
resolutely anti-leftist stance and must avoid all collaborations with leftists. Leftism is 
in the long run inconsistent with wild nature, with human freedom and with the 
elimination of modern technology. Leftism is collectivist: it seeks to bind together the 
entire world (both nature and the human race) into a unified whole. But this implies 
management of nature and of human life by organized society, and it requires 
advanced technology. You can't have a united world without rapid transportation and 
communication, you can't make all people love one another without sophisticated 
psychological techniques, you can't have a "planned society" without the necessary 
technological base. Above all, leftism is drive by the need for power, and the leftist 
seeks power on a collective basis, through identification with a mass movement or an 
organization. Leftism is unlikely to ever give up technology, because technology is 
too valuable a source of collective power. 

For this reason, Earth First is an organization to avoid though on the surface it 
appears to share a few positions with FC. 

10. Where can I find the Manifesto? 

The Manifesto is online in several locations, including the UNAPACK page at 
http://www.paranoia.com/unapack/ 

Serious fans may want to purchase a softcover version of the Manifesto from Jolly 
Roger Press, a Berkeley publisher. This is available at Tower Records or directly 
from the publisher. 

Jolly Roger Press P.O. Box 295 Berkeley, CA 94701 

11. Don't you think FC should be ignored for resorting to violence to make 
themselves heard? 

The answer to this question requires the discussion of several related topics. For the 
first section we will quote FC from the Manifesto. 

96. [...] Anyone who has a little money can have something printed, or can distribute 
it on the Internet or in some such way, but what he has to say will be swamped by the 
vast volume of material put out by the media, hence it will have no practical effect. 
To make an impression on society with words is therefore almost impossible for most 
individuals and small groups. Take us (FC) for example. If we had never done 
anything violent and had submitted the present writings to a publisher, they probably 
would not have been accepted. If they had been accepted and published, they 
probably would not have attracted many readers, because it's more fun to watch the 
entertainment put out by the media than to read a sober essay. Even if these writings 
had had many readers, most of these readers would soon have forgotten what they 
had read as their minds were flooded by the mass of material to which the media 
expose them. In order to get our message before the public with some chance of 
making a lasting impression, we've had to kill people. 

Some oversocialized people will say that violence is wrong and that using freedom of 
speech is the best way to change problems in our society. Flowever, this is flawed 
because few people today are willing to listen to intelligent, reasoned conversation 
and either hold tightly to their own preconceived notions about the way society should 
function and what individual rights are deserved. Others are uninterested in 
discussion of a rational nature because thinking is either difficult for them or causes 
boredom because of withdrawal from the entertainment media stimulus they are 
accustomed to. While people can certainly freely discuss their views, others rarely 
listen or respond to them, so freedom of speech is often of no use. In the spirit of 
being "open-minded" others simply disregard opinions with which they do not already 



agree. 


Since authority has traditionally used violence to keep others down, it seems fair that 
violence can be used against them to gain back freedom and autonomy. 

FC's dedication to their beliefs is certainly admirable in a time when few people stand 
for anything consistently. This is especially true when our society is exerting 
continuous pressure to conform, be passive, and refrain from confronting threats to 
one's lifestyle or freedom. While we are forced to walk the plank a step away from 
pure apathy, groups like FC who stand up for freedom are should be supported. FC's 
reasoning can be summarized in the following approximation: actions produce 
change, talk produces no change. 

12. What do you revolutionaries plan to do exactly? 

Most of us who are committed to changing the harm we see in society are not going 
to disclose our plans, but our intentions are fairly obvious. You might read about our 
work in newspapers and maybe your grandchildren will read about them in history 
books, but you'll probably see little offered in the newsgroup about our plans because 
that would be harmful to the revolution. A basic overview of some methods we will 
use is available in paragraphs 180 - 206. 


Online Resources 
UNAPACK 

http://www.paranoia.com/unapack/ 

The Definitive Unabomber Homepage http://www.cs.umass.edu/ehaugsja/unabom/ 

Though the media supported propaganda would be ignored in a perfect 
world, we live among idiots and sheep. We have to inform them and 
correct the lies they so eagerly repeat. It is our duty to either shun 
these people completely and let them die out from the consequences of 
their delusion or to correct the stupidities they accept as truth. For 
this reason media sites are included: 

Time Warner 
http://www.pathfinder.com 

CNN 

http://www.cnn.com/ 


-END OF FAQ- 



TAKE A CHANCE WITH US 


This is not to be a POLITICAL revolution. Its object will be to overthrow not governments but the 

economic and technological basis of the present society. 

-The Unabomber 

Come on, baby, take a chance with us... 

-The Doors, "The End" 

The publishing of the Unabomber's manifesto in the Washington Post was an extraordinary event, and any honest 
examination of the subsequent press coverage reveals a simple but important truth: the Unabomber hit a nerve. Even 
Time Magazine, surely a symbol of corporate control, was seen quoting the Unabomber at length, and supporting many 
of his observations. Industrial society HAS been a disaster for the human race, and people ARE humiliated and 
degraded by the technologies they've created. 

The Unabomber Presidential Write-Campaign is about revealing the resignation that people feel, the deep conviction 
that they are utterly helpless, that they have no choice but to join the parade, that their fates are determined by forces far 
beyond their control. Isn't Dilbert really just an expression of resignation, of passive aggression? How many people 
secretly hate their jobs, and subvert their bosses in countless subtle ways? Reveal that resignation, and it will turn to 
resentment and rightful anger. 

The Unabomber Presidential Write-Campaign wants to channel people's anger constructively, by directing it against the 
most obvious symbol of mass society and corporate control: the MEDIA, whose primary function is to maintain 
NORMALCY at all costs. Nothing, not rain or snow, not floods or drought, not terrorist bombings or even full-scale 
war can be allowed to disrupt the well-organized hive of worker bees, driving to work, slurping down their coffee and 
donuts, clean, smiling, happy, well-dressed bees, buzzing in conference rooms and cubicles, lining up in shopping malls 
to spend the money they've sacrificed so much for on fashionable trinkets and food neatly wrapped in plastic. The media 
are the band that keep the troops marching forward, no matter how many comrades fall, crossing off the Hallmark 
holidays, on calendar after calendar, with a spectator sport for every season, reducing our future to the droning voice of 
the weatherman, always the same. 

The Unabomber Presidential Write-In Campaign is a serious election effort that aims to totally undermine the election 
process itself, by exposing the media's exclusion of all meaningful debate about the nature and direction of our daily 
lives. The useless charade of choosing between identical wings of the pro-business party, the Demicans and 
Republicrats, is the pale ghost of democracy in a mass society so vast and powerful and ruthless that it can only be 
controlled by machines. When people are angry enough to vote for the Unabomber, the media will have no choice but 
to deliver the message, even if it means death for the messenger. Votes for the Unabomber can't be rationalized or 
mediated or explained away. They are an expression of rage, not apathy, of utter contempt for the brutality and 
indifference of our supposedly "civilized" society. 

Four hundred years ago, our suburbs and office parks were wilderness, forest and plains, mountains and rivers, teeming 
with an unimaginable diversity of life. Industrial society crushed out that diversity, and replaced it with monoculture: 
mile after mile of corn fields, each plant a genetically perfect copy, identical houses and cars in endless rows, one size 
fits all, even people standardized and stacked on top of one another like cans of beer. What native society ever built 
factory farms, or robotic slaughterhouses? What makes us so different from our veal cows, force-fed and chained to 
their pens, unable to take a single step? Who were the real savages? A vote for the Unabomber is a vote for the chaos 
of freedom, a vote for Wild Nature: dare to join the barbarians at the gates. 



